Garrett B. Timmermans 
1164 Lincoln Ave. #138 
Walnut Creek, CA 94596 



Seplembei 17, 1994 



Mr. Neil Gottlieb 

5260 Mission Monterey Lane #104 
Las Vegas, NV 89107 

Dear Mr. Gottlieb: 

Neil, are you important enough to be impersonated? Is there a False Gottlieb? The 
reason I ask is that someone appears to have assumed your identity on September 10th 
and made comments about Best Evidence that aie so stupid, so foolish, and so ignorant 
that I find it hard to believe that you wrote them. Has the CIA been reading your mail and 
decided with a False Gottlieb to make you look like, well, a putz ? 

I wonder about that correspondent’s ability to understand Best Evidence. It’s becom ing 
c lear to me t haHhe per son from Las Vegas from yyhqm 1 receiv e letters lately is n ot_the 
matu re reader of The Fourth Decade I imagined but a juvenile Weisberg fanatic who se 
talk abo ut his bible, h is sugg estion of here sy and his uncritic al and slavish adherence to 
s uch a raving wa ter as Weisberg reminds me of cultisfs behavior . 

If you think for a moment that I was critical of the Dallas doctor's life-saving procedures, 
you are dense in a major way, and, by the way, completely predictable. Of course, if you 
are not, to use your elegant phrase, a putz, you could be faking your indignation in the 
last paragraph of your letter. There is always the possibility of insincerity, that your 
nausea is mere malingering. Sorry, no barf bag for you. I don’t know which is scarier for 
me, your indignation (assuming it to be real) or the possibility that you are faking it. 

Neil, I too, have a confession to make; I played a lawyer’s game on you when I chose 
the phrase "sincere inquiry" to characterize your question to Weisberg. Why not put you 
in a good light, the innocent seeker of an unbiased professional opinion? It might provoke 
you to reveal your real motivation in writing Weisberg. It did. I know already that you are 
antagonistic to Best Evidence. It seemed a sure bet that your were seeking confirmation 
for an already formed opinion. As it turns out, I was right. You acted more like a true 
believer that a novice, Neil. I'd recommend you read Eric Hoffer's book by the same title. 

Let's talk about my alleged "innuendo." I predicted that either a light bulb would click in 
your mind and that you would understand why Dr. Humes would ask Dr. Perry about the 
life-saving procedures or that light bulb would remain off. Why perform arty lifesaving 
measures when the body was in the condition Dr. Humes saw it? You write: 

If they were looking at a body that resembled Frankenstein, I think they would have "somehow" completed 
their incomplete examination. Does your beloved Sibert and O'Neill report mention the doctors shouting out: 
"Oh my GOD, would you look at that!" It doesn't come close to anything of that hysterical nature in the 
version in Postmortem. 




NgMhe_FB! is nojjnjhe habit of writing hysterical reports: t hose are left to the province 
of Harold Weisberg. Paul O'Connor described what he witnessed: ~~~ 

"In most cases, we remove the brain for gross anatomy But lie didn't have any brains left The wound in 
his head was terrific. It was about -oh, I'd say eight by foui inches I he wound was in the occipital paiietal 
area. . . clear up around the frontal area of the brain. . .There wasn't anything [brain-wise] to remove 
Nothing was left. It [the brain tissue] was gone. Boswell and Humes saw it [there was no brain in the 
cavity]. [Their reaction:] Oh, they were-everybody was really aghast, you might say. [That there was no 
brain in there?] Yes. Well, not only that, but the severity of the wound, I guess. . . Well, there was just a 
great big massive hole in the skull. . " Best Evidence, pages 601-603. 

I had hoped that you would possibly understand the evidence that the head wound was 
much larger in Bethesda after pre-autopsy head surgery, namely, in the top of the skull. 
This insight (concession?) was too much to hope for from you. 

By your not understanding that the size and shape of the head wounds were different, 
the response you made, lhal my "innuendo" makes you sick, trow could I dare question 
the Dallas doctors' efforts, that I show a lack of respect for President Kennedy, ad 
nauseam was completely predictable. I guessed that you might understand my argument 
but should have known better than to chance it. Are you a putz, you ask? The evidence 
so far doesn't look good for O.J. Simpson and it doesn’t look good for you either. 

Neil, what you call my "innuendo" about Dr. Humes and Dr. Perry I consider thinking and 
ana,ysis - Because you f ollow Weisberg uncriticallv^ vou don't recognize it as such You 
mer^^uoleJA/efeber g com mentary and think that that is reasoned argument. Like~S^ii 

Meagher_who misunderstood David Lifton's relationship to Liebeler. vou then ennane in ' 

pure IVIcCarthyism, that is, guilt by association: ~~ — 



El "J ward J ' Epstein was associated with [Warren Commision staff lawyer Wesley] Liebeler and from 
the few references I have read, Liebeler gets a free ride in the book Inquest. Naturally, because of this I 
can t be bothered with any of his books. Liebeler seems to be treated quite well by other writers also. (You 
know what I mean)? Mr. Weisberg rectified that situation. 

Yes, Neil I know what you mean. Rectified that situation. What a peculiar choice of 
words. A "free ride." We mustn't allow that. You, Weisberg and other alumni from the 
coverup school of conspiracy plainly reason in McCarthyite fashion. You hnltHhat anyone 
who associates with or is fair to the former Warren Commision staff provides the alleged 
coverup artists with a "free ride." You're so antagonistic to researchers speaking to lone 
gunman advocates that you don't realize how irrational you are. You even use former 
President Ford's and Senator Aden Specter’s names in the same sentence with the word 
assassins [a previous letter]. Do I detect some disrespect here? 

Sad to say, you don't even recognize your own extremism. Well, I don’t buy into that 
irrational adversarial stance. Okay, okay, I confess. I did have a drink with former 
Commission attorney [now Judge] Burt Griffin in April 1993 in a Chicago bar in the 
company of David Lifton and other critics. Do I now qualify for fraternizing with the enemy 
and aiding the coverup? In your mind, I probably do. Open your eyes, Neil. 

It was his association with Wesley Liebeler which gave David Lifton his central insight that 
the weight the lawyers gave the autopsy findings on the scale of evidence was so heavy 
that their conclusions about Oswald’s guilt were foregone. David learned there was 




something wrong (and Weisberg does not have a clue here) with th e evidence for the 
T wo snots trom behind conclusion, not the people who drew that conclusion . The evidence 
upon which it was based was altered if the Sibert and O'Neill Report is correct. And I 
believe il is. 

Altered medical evidence accounts for the completely different conclusions of each set of 
doctors. We do not have to resort to what I would call the "incompetent doctors" theory 
of the autopsy, if the cadaver the autopsy doctors examined was altered. And the 
conclusions drawn from this examination were false. The autopsy doctors do not have to 
be liars, fools or incompetents. They can simply be wrong. 

David Lifton's approach to the evidence in the Kennedy assassination gets to the root of 
the problem of why the Trauma Room One doctors at Parkland Hospital and the autopsy 
doctors at Bethesda Naval Medical Center reached entirely different judgments about the 
number and direction of the shots (and does so without insinuations as to competency). 

The Lifton approach to the medical evidence recognizes that the autopsy report of Dr. 
Humes, and his testimony in 1964 before the Commission was the primary evidence upon 
which the Warren Commission staff relied for the number and direction of the shots. If 
evidence exists (and it does) that the body was altered prior to autopsy, then this 
testimony and autopsy report are invalid as a guide to the shooting. And the Warren 
Report was wrong. The autopsy doctors do not have to be "stinkin'." That is the real 
significance of the Sibert and O'Neill report. 

One of the autopsy doctors was competent enough to see that the President's body was 
unclothed, and to judge that that a tracheotomy had been performed as well as "surgery 
of the head area, namely, in the top of the skull." To sustain this point, I refer you to a 
government document, insisted upon in your letter of 09/10/94 as best evidence. This 
government document which mentions David Lifton by name, lends support to the 
evidence found in the Sibert/O'Neill Report: 

Mr. Lifton is referring to the FD-302 submitted by Sibert and O'Neill dated 1 1/26/63, which sets forth 
information orally furnished to them by the autopsy physician. 

Briefly, Mr. Lifton wants to know what our Agents witnessed which formed the basis for their 
comments regarding the head surgery performed on the President, and in substance, requested an 
elaboration regarding the autopsy. 

Memorandum, United States Government. November 16, 1966. Subject: Assassination of 
President John F. Kennedy, Dallas Texas, November 22, 1963. A. Rosen to Mr. DeLoach. 

The FBI s position on Sibert and O'Neill's report is that their agents wrote down head 
surgery because they heard it from a doctor. Are you a putz or can you understand this? 

I will admit that your attempts to denigrate Best Evidence in your letter of 09/10 provided 
me with a few moments of pure entertainment. They don't qualify in my view as serious 
discussion of the book though. 

I discussed your correspondence and support for Harold Weisberg's thinking with David 
Lifton . . His reaction? David w as amazed that Weisberg would have any adherents this 
late in the history of the case. I woulcTlike to read his correspondence last year with Mr. 




J/ Veisberg. Now that would be interesting reading, f ar more insightful than your last letter. * 

I could very well be corresponding with a dogmatic and intolerant person when I am told 
that you can't be bothered to read Inquest or any book that gives Wesley Liebeler a "free 
ride." Arex ou afrajdJiw MI upset your Whitewas hed universe? So it seems. Speaking of 
ohiej_mtiyoisos. I used lo owiTFaioiwdmn HAk^ II was includoiTin the WhitewasTT Ijook 
trade-in, so you can guess what I think of FareweWATnenca? 
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The real corker for me in your letter was your question: who is Kerry Thornley? Since I 
wrote that Kerry Thornley was Oswald’s Marine Corp buddy and a friend of David Lifton, 
this question raises doubts in my mind about your reading ability. And demonstrates your 
chutzpah, £rejro u saying that if you didn't read about Thornley in Whitewash, he do esn't 
play ajpl e in the case? Thornley was believed to be the False Oswald hy none other ~ 
than-- Harold Weisberg. Arey ro u arguing that if Mr. Weisberpdoesn't write aboutTiTni. 

Kerr y Thornley is of no consequence? Incredibly, that is what you seem to be implying. 

For yourlnformation, Kerry THornley testified before the Warren Commission in 1964 and 
wrote a book based upon Oswald before the assassination called The Idle Warriors. 

X ? tell you the truth , I don t give a rat’s behind ab out W eisbe m’s opi nions about Best 
Evidence^ I jsonsld er the source. W eisberg is obstinately wr ong about t he medicaT 
evid enc e in this case and can't accept origi nal re s earch a nd face new facts which fly in 
t he face of h is cover up theory. „ - f -w- \T*uTgT5= : , 

If your indignation about my comment on the emergency efforts of the Parkland doctors is 
sincere Neil, I feel sad for your inability to understand my points. If your indignation is not 
sincere, then what is the point of your emotional outburst? Am I supposed to be 
impressed by your emotion? I'd rather know what you think , if that's possible. 

The pro bjemvy ith people who support Harold Weisberg's efforts uncritically is that thev 
b elieve his investigation is somehow enshrined. The v~sho~uld"a^^^ 
jgsear c h is jot a cult. If people want a cult, they shoulcTjoin thelWoonTes ancTforget the 
JFK research community. Cults of personality have ~n o p I a ce~ here ' 
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Sincerely, 

Garrett B. Timmermans 
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